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ARMS FOR SOUTH AFRICA 

The Moral Issue 


The moral aspect of the proposal to sell arms to South Africa can 
be discussed in two ways. If we limit ourselves to what is actually pro¬ 
posed, it is perfectly easy to point out that no moral principle is involved 
at all. It is childish to think that, m the real world, we can conduct our 
foreign policy according to our moral preferences. Even Cromwell, that 
great man of Protestant principle, used often to co-operate with deeply 
Catholic Portugal and with Cardinal Mazarin; we have always, when the 
need arose, had allies of whose set-up we disapproved and we probably 
always will. To accuse the Conservative party of pandering to apartheid 
if arms sales to South Africa Itre resumed is as foolish as to say that 
Lady Spencer-Churchill, who sponsored the Aid to Russia Fund during 
the war, is a Stalinist Communist. 

However, this purely commonsense approach, by which the moral 
issue is just dismiss^ as irrelevant, is by no means sufficient to deal with 
this issue. The people who oppose us on it include, of course, many who 
wish this country iU, and many who are merely dupes; but they also 
include large numbers of people who are sincere patriots and 
Conservatives, 

The revulsion against South Africa must be recognised as a fact, 
even by those who do not share it; and it is a total misconception if one 
allows oneself to see it merely as an aberration brought about by our 
enemies, much though they may be, and are, profiting by it. All that the 
pure appeal to common sense is doing is to point out that this revulsion 
ought not to have a bearing on our decision, which is very likely true; 
but to say that, in practice, it does not have such a bearing would be to 
ignore half the content of |Jie controversy. Further, it is this which has 
led us to a compromise policy which, while certainly better than the 
Labour embargo, is nevertheless logically half-baked; namely a policy 
by which we propose to supply arms for external use but nothing that 
could be used against internal subversion. 

The ban on arms for internal use does not, of course, matter to the 
South Africans, who have been careful to ensure that they do not need 
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any counter-insurgency arms from us; but if they did need them, that is 
if in real terms this ban was other than otiose, we should be proposing 
to allow the sale of major long-range weapons to a power that we were 
at the same time deliberately mating likely to fall into other hands which 
might well be hostile to us. Pretty silly we should look if we loaded up the 
South Africans with submarines to protect our sea-routes from the 
Russians and they then, due to British policy, fell into the hands of a 
guerilla movement that acknowledged the primacy of Moscow. 

No; let us at least concede our opponents’ case in this, that the moral 
question is relevant; that if South Africa is to be our potential ally, 
neither she nor we can give the best to such an alliance if we bring to it 
nothing but a grudging admittance of strategic facts and a continuing 
stream of unwanted moral exhortation. It is not just that there are differ¬ 
ences between us; it is the tone and mood in which some people in this 
country feel obliged to discuss these differences which is the trouble. 
If, then, the realistic benefits of having South Africa on our side are to 
materialise in full, the moral objections to the alliance must be examined 
and put into perspective. Only when this has been done, when the genuine 
grounds for concern have been looked at, can we see how very much of 
the campaign carried on in this country against South Africa consists, 
in practice, of hypocrisy and hysteria. 

SOUTH AFRICA OFFENDS MODERN FEELINGS 

The British (and general Western) objection to South Africa is, 
of course, basically that it is a racial state; one, that is, in which racial 
differences entail legal differences; but the peculiar heat of the objection 
arises from the fact that this system of differentiation is operated and 
exploited by a dominant population that is Western and white, and that 
despite frequent expressions of disagreement by large sections of it, that 
population as a whole shows no signs of moving away from the system 
it has erected, rather, if anything, of consolidating and safeguarding it. 
This means that a whole Western nation has, for reasons of its own, 
deliberately turned its back on the ideals towards which the whole of 
civilization has been oriented at least since the French revolution; the 
ideals of equal rights, equal opportunities, and equal freedoms for all. 

Please note that I am not claiming that the Western world, or any 
nation in it, has made any significant progress towards attaining these 
ideals; what I am pointing out is that for about 200 years they have been 
accepted as desirable by the majority of thinking people. What is not 
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generally realised is that the power of an ideal, its historical range and 
effect, has nothing whatever to do with its attainability, but is a function 
of its persuasiveness, which in turn varies according to historical period. 

TShe ideal of equality cut little ice in the time of Wat Tyler; now it 
shapes the world, and the fact that it does its work partly, as in Russia, 
through vast forces of slave labour, shows at a neat stroke both the power 
of this ideal—and its limitations. 

The reason why the Communists, of all ruling groups in the world, 
are the ones that can get away with the greatest amount of inequality 
is that they are the best at talking the language of equality. Similarly, one 
reason why the South Africans run into such mountains of abuse is that 
they—despite a regime which is by world, and especially by African 
standards, not inhumane — do not even pretend to treat everybody 
equally or provide equal opportunity* but admit to variations 
based on race. Worse; they do not—like the caste-ri,dden Indians 
— even pretend to be trying to change things, to be “bringing 
their ideas up to date” or into conformity with fashionable concepts. But 
what puts them, for so many people, beyond the pale is that they are 
not some primitive tribe or unregenerate remnant of a barbarous civiliza¬ 
tion, but ^ropeans like ourselves who ought to know better. 



This, basically, is why even the sincere Left is so completely insensi¬ 
tive to accusations that they concentrate on the racial inequalities of 
South Africa while ignoring, for insj^ce, the downright racial tyranny 
of Communist Zanzibar; it is a compound of a dim feeling of “noblesse 

which is basically racial—we whites must set a good example— 
with the cultural equivalent of the Catholic concept of invincible ignor¬ 
ance by which, some say, you are protected from damnation if you are 
too stupid to know the truth. Zanzibar party bosses who are not brought 
up to our standards may rape what Persian and Arab teenagers they 
like; but the whites of South Africa,who know what Western ideas are, 
may not without obloquy exclude anyone from a park bench. 


Certain South African thinkers maintain that their system of apart¬ 
heid does not represent a fundamental denial of the ideal of equality 
because one day—when all the races and nations have undergone their 
separate development—all groups will have equal status. Certainly an 
enormous and imaginative effort, quite discounted by left-wing propa- 




































































ganda but none the less real for that, is going into the development of 
the Bantu homelands and the improvement of the Bantu condition in 
the white areas; but even as a comparatively friendly observer one cannot 
but note that under any conditions the day of racial equality is very, 
very far away, so far away indeed that one cannot honestly accept the 
existence of such a distant goal as being particularly relevant to the moral 
question. 


A RACIALISTIC SYSTEM IS UNAVOIDABLE 

« 

South Africa is a country where there is racial inequality, and where 
for the foreseeable future there will be racial inequality, and that is that. 
Separate development may be the ideal; in all important areas of South 
Africa the races are not separated, and it is white hegemoi^ which is 
the reality .What is not generally realised is that all conceivable alterna¬ 
tives to this policy, are more, not less, repugnant to the left-wing moral 
sense, because the only alternative which would not be repugnant would 
be total surrender by the whites which is inconceivable. 

For what would it entail? If all inhabitants of South Africa were 
given equal political rights, there would first be a short honeymoon 
period under some heir of the late Nobel prizewinning moderate Albert 
Luthuli during which a few streets would be named after Progressive 
leader Mrs. Suzman, then there would be a period of fearful civil war, 
similar to that in the Congo. This would destroy the entire South African 
economy, after which some latter-day Chaka in general’s uniform would 
impose a tribal dictatorship, disguised as a Communist or Black 
Nationalist state. 


Short of this, the other possibilities are or might have been first what 



in the last century. This did 



might be called the Wild West system 
genocide of the American 

not happen not only because the Bantu proved 
tractable and employable, but also because of moraF scruples 
Secondly, more recently, the South Africans could have applied the 
Israeli system, which consists in bringing in enough of your own people 
and encouraging enough of the indigenous population to leave so as to 
ensure a numerical majority. The time when this would have been pos¬ 
sible was after 1945, when millions of “displaced persons” were millin g 
about Europe in United Nations camps with nowhere to go and their 
numbers were suddenly swelled by further millions of Germans expelled 
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by Poland and Czechoslovakia from the Sudetenland and the new Polish 
territories. These people have now long since been settled in West Ger¬ 
many, Western Europe, Israel and other places, but in the late forties 
Dr. Malan, then South African Prime Minister, could have brought in 
literally millions to the applause and relief of all the Western allies. Ihe 
gratuitous expulsion, to make way for them, of millions of Bantu would, 
however, by any sensible standards have been a worse crime than the 
retention of those Bantu subject to the present restrictions on them. 


Africa is faced with the unhappy fact that, in current 


breach of the Western 


moral seHi6 


meaiis 


that 


unanimous anathema of the Christian 


political 


morality is only a secularisation of certain aspects of Christian doctrine. 
With the weakening both inside and outside the Church of belief 
in the articles of faith requiring an acceptance of the supernatural, many 
Church leaders have come, one suspects, to regard it as ail the more 
important to focus on those aspects of doctrine which do not require 
such a belief. They hope to keep going by echoing the moral sentiments 


of their atheist contemporaries. The Church Militant, or fighting Church, 
is abandoned for the Church Oscillant, or swinging Church. 


THE DENATURING OF THE CHURCHES 


I suppose it is partly because we are so exposed to their attitudes 
through television, the Press and so on, that we commonly forget how 
very unusually, by reference to almost all previous Christian thinking, 
some of these people speak and behave. Enoch Powell recalled in a 
recent article an incident in which the Rector of Wolverhampton took 


part with local Hindus in a ceremony for which a very sacred idol of the 
goddess Durga was specially flown from Calcutta. One has only to recall 


the first two Commandments, and to recollect that the rejection of idol- 
worship and the iron insistence on keeping religion for the one true God 
were the main reasons for the martyrdom of the early Christians, to see 


how extraordinarily anomalous this behaviour was; it is in fact the exact 
reversal of the attitude of those tough old Church fathers who would 
rather roast than accept Christ as just another manifestation of Jupiter. 


Now it is not so much the Rector’s behaviour that I want to pinpoint 
as the reaction to it, or rather the lack of reaction. Until Mr. Powell picked 
it up, nobody seems to have much noticed it or thought there was any¬ 
thing peculiar. There appears to have been little adverse comment from 
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Wolverhampton church-goers; and so far from there being any reprimand 


from the Church hierarchy, we find that the Rector has actually received 


preferment, and is now Bishop of Shrewsbury, It is, therefore, now 


considered normal that, in the cause of politeness to a guest community. 


can think 


Why 


explanation than that there has been a widespread reduction in the extent 


to which churchmen hold the articles of Christian belief, because it must 


be remembered that Christianity quite specifically denies the truth of 


other religions “I the Lord thy God am a jealous God.” 


So 


frequeaitoaccusation that the South 


dealing 


• 

a Church that is becoming in part denatured and untrue to its traditional 


claims. Traditionally, Christianity has always regarded this life as 


transitory, “a vale of tears” infected with sin, and therefore it has always 


taken the view that governments, like other earthly institutions, were 


unsatisfactory. Reform of life on earth 



but 


was regarded as a somewhat thankless expedient, and rebellion was 


discouraged by St, Thomas Aquinas unless a Government was clearly 


not in control, intolerably oppressive or hostile to the Christian faith. 


Now, however, that transcendental religion is losing its hold, this world 


This 


to opposing governments which are disapproved, and accordingly the 


beginning 


the then Father Trevor Huddleston in the early fifties and culminating in 


World 


Africa 


But what has this to do with Christian belief? Certainly all men 


have souls, and are to that extent equal in the sight of God; all men 


have the possibility of doing right and wrong, eind all men will be judged. 


We 




has made of one blood all nations of men”, and (in the parable of the 


they are. But this does 


what 


mean that we are prohibited from dis¬ 


criminating, on an earthly level, between human beings; or if it does mean 

^ A ^ A ^ ^ _ 


this then it is an injunction we cannot possibly keep, since we all have 


families, communities and nations and have had since the beginning 


What 
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follow our worldly system of values when his turn to discriminate comes 
at the Last Judgement. 

To the truly believing Christian, apartheid is merely one sinful 
system among many. As the Ven. R. P. Y. Rouse, Archdeacon 
of Johannesburg, told a Church conference in 1953: “It is 
neither civilisation, education nor advancement that sav^ a man from 
sin.” While this should not be thought of as an excuse to leave our 
fellow-creatures in ignorance and poverty, it does put into perspective 
the fact that, to a truly believing Christian, the things which the anti- 
apartheid movement is trying to obtain for the under-privileged races 
in South Africa are not the whole goal of life. As a Jesuit told a friend 
of mine: “I do not know that any fewer souls are saved under apartheid.” 

« _ 

The World Council of Churches is of course a somewhat odd body 
as it contains a fairly strong contingent from churches in communist- 
ruled countries, notably the Russian Orthodox Church, where the set¬ 
up is such that (to put it as gently as possible) the voice of militant atheism 
probably plays a not wholly negligible part in the choice of delegates. 
But it is an error to blame the communists for everything. Our own 
Archbishop of Canterbury, on leaving a country where he had been 
respectfully treated despite opeMy hostile views, thought fit to utter a 
smear on his hosts which he admitted himself to be totally unfounded. He 
thought, he said, that his room might be bugged. He had no evidence 
to this effect, but “the fact that I had a thought of that kind was itself 
unpleasant.” This malicious implanting of a slanderous suggestion is 
unfortunately too typical of propaganda methods employed against South 

Africa, though it is a shock to find the method used by someone af the 
Archbishop’s eminence. 

TIME TO COOL IT 

So what ought we to do about South Africa? We ought surely to 
cool it; to recognise that the South Africans have been placed by history 
in a position where nothing the whites can do which is compatible with 
their survival will be at the same time in accord with the Western con¬ 
science. Far from encouraging guerillas to attack them, we ought to do 
all in our power against the guerrillas, because humanity, in all govern¬ 
ments, grows in direct proportion with their sense of security. South 
Africa is our natural ally; by giving her firm moral and material support 
We can perhaps contribute to reducing her unattractiveness. 





























































WORDS OF WISDOM 


“The growth of Soviet military strength and activity outside Europe in 


the past jhv years has been very marked. Five years ago, their naval 
strength in the Mediterranean was negligible. By 1970 they had 30 com¬ 
batant ships, 10 submarines and 25 auxiliaries there. They have acquired 
naval repair and maintenance facilities in the eastern Mediterranean and, 
more significant, because this is entirely new, they now have air bases in 
the same region. 

The Soviet Union has achieved in five years what has been the aim of 
Russian imperialism constantly sought buFnever achieved over the past 
250 years—access to the warm waters of the Mediterranean. 

The frontiers of Soviet ambition are not bounded by the shores of 
the Mediterranean. They are present in small but growing strength in the 
Indian Ocean. The Soviet chief of naval staff is on record as having stated 
five months ago: Tn the past our ships and naval units have operated 

near our coast. Now we intend to be prepared for broad 
offensive policies against sea and ground troops of the imperialists on any 
point of the world's oceans and adjacent territories.' 

The existence of foreign bases was once the chief target of Soviet 
propaganda. Now it is the Soviet Union which is multiplying its bases in 
those countries where Soviet diplomacy and Soviet aid have paved the 
way.'' 

Edward Heath, 

Commonwealth Conference, 



Singapore, January 



1971 


. . . Britain is “uniquely dependent on international trade and therefore 
on the freedom of the seas. The sea lanes of the World are Britain's 


arteries. Choke them and we die 


ff 


Edward Heath, 

Commonwealth Conference, 
Singapore, January 20th, 1971. 


V/EWS FROM THE CHURCHES 


We know on whose side this bishop is . 




often it is precisely Communist countries which are asserting 
s of man and Capitalist countries which are denying them.” 

Bishop Trevor Huddleston, 

Cambridge Union, October, 1969. 
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and what a collection of clerics can get up to in the heat of discussion . . . 


“ . . . our churches should declare their solidarity with the aims of the 
revolution in Southern Africa ...” 

“Violence in Southern Africa—A Christian Assessment.”* 


. the time has come to show our solidarity with those seeking radical 
change and struggling for freedom in Southern Africa . . . it is too late to 
insist that our support should be confined to those pledged to non¬ 
violence. ’ ’ 




Violence in 





them Africa—A Christian Assessment.”* 




but His Grace himself seems to face both ways 


“/ don’t think we as Christians sdiould plunge into violent situations 
except after using infinite patience ... If a peaceful solution doesn’t 
come, then violent solutions may appea/^^ the scene. It will be a tramdy 
if itsp^s happen . . . But if there is to be violence, it is very important it 
should be violence with a just and a right outcome, and not violence 
leading to ineffective destruction.” 

Dr. Michael Ramsey, 

The Archbishop of Canterbury, 

East London, South Africa, 

November 20th, 1970. 


“// certain countries plan to go to war in order to liberate people who 
are oppressed, then the Christian churches must consider in a responsible 
way whether it is a just war, including the likelihood of a just and 
peaceful result after the bloodshed. In the same way the churches would 
have to judge whether in their view a rebellion was a just rebellion, as 
has sometimes happened in the past. 

“But the World Council of Churches’ grants are in this context 
encouraging a sort of emotional belligerence which does not face the 
serious questions about what a just war or a just rebellion would involve.” 

Dr. Michael Ramsey, 

The Archbishop of Canterbury, 

The General Synod of the Church of England, 
February 16th. 1971. 

* Report of a working party appointed by the Department of International Affairs, 
British Council of Churches, and the Conference of British Missionary Societies. 
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Some Facts 


DO YOU KNOW WHY IT 





VITAL TO BRITAIN'S 


INTERESTS THAT WE SELL ARMS 
TO SOUTH AFRICA ? 


Britain's Economic Interests 


1. Half a million tons of oil per passes the Cape—destined for the 
West. Half Britain’s oil supplie^iiise the Cape route—^and this is not a 
temporary measure: more than half the ships in the current shipping 
construction programme could not4se Suez anyway. 

2. 25% of all food and foodstuff and 5:% of all our mineral imports come 
to this country round the Cape (Hansard, 3rd November, 1970, Col. 

328). 

3. British exports to South Africa during 1970 totalled 


p 0 m 


£332,896,321 


4. British imports from South Africa during 1970 totalled £258,266,223 


5. British investment in South Africa is worth about 


« » « 


£1,500,000,000 



producing about £70,000,000 

p.a. for U.K. 

6. British investment in South Africa is over twice that in Black Africa. 
The book value of direct investment (other than oil) at the end of 
1968 was £74(| million in Southern Africa; ^80 million in African 

countries and £72 millicai in other independent 
African countries (Hansard, 30th April, 1970, Col. 395). 

7. Britain’s investments in South Africa are safe—those in Black Africa 
are not—^British banks, for example, have been taken over in many 
Black African countries—^in the last twelve months Somalia, Sudan, 
Uganda and Zambia have nationalised British banks. 

8. South Africa pays its debts—Black Africa often does not: Sudan, for 
example, recently imposed a 10 year moratorium on some debts 
before payment would even begin. 


9. British arms to South Africa would probably be worth something of 
the order of £250,000,000 over the next few years. 
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Britain's Military interests 


1. The Sinionstown Agreement (July 1955, Cmd. 9520) provides for the 
joint defence of the southern oceans area by Britain and South Africa 
and British use of all South African ports. 


2. The scaling down of the British military presence East of Suez and 
the eagerness of the Soviets to fill the existing power vacuum (there 
is a growing number of Russian naval vessels some permanently 
stationed in the Indian Ocean) makes it imperative that South Africa 
be afforded the capability to defend the Cape sea routes. The main 
threat to the Cape route comes from the Soviet nuclear submarine 
fleet which is now larger than the United States, British and French 
fleets combined. The existing South African navy is almost wholly 
designed for anti-submarine warfare. Its reinforcement therefore 
would be particularly effective. 


3. ^ready Black Africa refuses the RAF permission to overfly their 
countries. The most practical air bases from wliich to defend our 
Indian Ocean interests are in Southern Africa. Such air cover is 
essential to the security of British trade. 


4. Fifteen Soviet ships pass the Cape every day. 

5. Five years ago there were no Russian naval vessels in the Indian 
Ocean: at present there are seven warships, at least four submarines 
and nine auxiliaries. 

6. Mr. Geoffrey Rippon said, in February, 1970, while Shadow Minister 
of Defence, “we shall abide by the spirit as well as the letter of the 
Simonstown Agreement; fulfil our obligations under it and build upon 
it to the benefit of both countries, NATO and the free world.” 


Britain's Moral and PoHticai Interests 


1. Lenin prophesied that Britain could be overthrown via its African 
colonies. Brezhnev stated (Nov. 1968) that he remained aware of this; 
so should Britain. 

2. Article 51 of the United Nations Charter recognises the right of all 
states to defend themselves; in December 1963, the UN General 
Assembly called for a world wide ban on arms to South Africa— 
such humbug has no place in a Conservative phj^sophy as the then 
British Government made clear, and is still making clear today. 

3. The policy of separate development, repugnant to some people in 
Britain, has spared South Africa the racial disturbances that have 










































marred so many countries from Tanzania to thCj^SA: its growing 
success has caused many Black Power militants in the USA and else¬ 
where to see it as the only solution to racial problems. 

4. South Africa has offered peaceful co-operation agreements to all its 
neighbours—several have accepted: others are favourably considering 
the offer. Only Messrs. Kaunda and Nyerere, who wish to act on a 
stage bigger than their countries can provide, preach violence and 
bloodshed. 

5. South African trade with Black Africa has grown from £135m to 
£230m—hardly the performance of a leper. 

6. The World Council of Churches made available to terrorists in South 
Africa £83jOOO: similar grants to Christians struggling against the 
oppression of Arab ex-slavers in the Sudan have not been reported, 
nor has there been a reaction to genocide imposed on Arabs in 
Zanzibar. 

7. Nyerere did not consult Commonwealth colleagues before buying 
Chinese arms for external aggression against Southern Africa. 

8. In December 1967, Edward Heath said in the House of Commons, 
of the Socialist decision to ban a potential South African arms order 
worth £200m, “the Government have taken the wrong decision. They 
have failed entirely to justify it to the House. It is damaging to our 
national interest in finance, in trade and in defence AND A CON¬ 
SERVATIVE ADMINISTRATION WILL REVERSE IT,” 

In this, as in so much else, the Monday Club stands squarely behind 
the Prime Minister. 

What You Can Do 

1. Write letters of support on this issue to your Member of Parliament. 

2. Distribute our pamphlets and Fact Sheets on South African Arms 
where they will do most good. (We can supply more copies.) 

3. Write letters to the national and local press. 

4. Pass resolutions within your local Associations and organisations and 
forward them to the Prime Minister, the Foreign Secretary and the 
local press. 

5. If you feel our efforts worthwhile and are inclined to help our cause 
please send a donation to The Hon. Treasurer, Monday Club Action 
Fund. 


































































SOME RECENT PUBLIC A TIONS 


Defence Policy in the 1970's, by Patrick Wall, M.P. . 

Russia and the World, by The Monday Club Defence Study Group 

A Defeatist America, by Tom Stacey . 

Plane Talk, A Report on British Aviation Policy, by Richard E. 

Gardner and David W. Wragg. 

Overseas Aid, by Patrick Wall, M.P., and Simon Kay . 

Student Power, by Patrick Wall, M.P., and J, P. P. Smith. 

Once Upon a Time, or The Day That Common Sense Broke Out, 

by Stephen Hastings, M.P. 

Standing Room Only, the population problem in Britain, by 

Geoffrey Baber . 

Who Goes Home? Immigration and Repatriation by G. K. Young, 

CB., CM.G.. M.B.E., M.A. 


Rents—Chaos or Common Sense? by Horace Cutler, O.B.E. 

A Realistic Approach to Present Day Housing, by the Monday 
Club Housing Group . 

Self-Help Reborn, an examination of the pitfalls arising from the 

present Welfare State and tax structure, by Victor Goodhew, 


Capital—Yours or Theirs? by The Monday Club Taxation Group 

The Centre Cannot Hold, a philosophical as well as a political dis¬ 
cussion of present protest and discontents, by John Biggs- 


Davison, M.P. 


* « 


* « * 


Right Angle, a philosophy for Conservatives by the Rt. Hon. 

Geoffrey Rippon, Q.C., M.P. Published by the C.P.C. on 
behalf of The Monday Club . 

A Personal Record, by John Braine, of his rejection of Socialism 

and progressive! ideology 

The Conservative Dilemma, Three Third Programme Broadcasts, 
by ictor IS^ontagu ... ... ... ... ... ... 


lOp 

20p 

12p 

17p 

15p 

12p 

7p 


12p 

17p 

12p 

12p 


lOp 

lOp 



lOp 

12p 

15p 


Available from The Monday Club, 51-53 Victoria Street, lx)ndon SWl, 

at the above prices, post free. 
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THE MONDAY CLUB 

51-53 VICTORIA STREET. LONDON S.W.l 

Telephone: 01-799 5220 


ORGANIZATION AND MEMBERSHIP 

» 


The Monday Club was formed in 1961 by a group of younger 
members of "jiie Conservative Party; and is under the patronage of 
The Marquess of Salisbury. Membership is open to supporters of 
the Conservative Party who share the Club’s general beliefs and are 
interested in helping to secure the fulfilment of its aims. 

The Monday Club seeks to evolve a dynamic application of 
traditional Conservative principles. It is committed to advocating 
a policy based on belief in individual initiative, free enterprise and 
a strong, independent Britain. Membership includes members of 
both Houses of Parliamejil, as well as a great number of active 
Conservative Party supporters throughout the countiy. 

Monday Club groups have been established at many universities 
and local branches of the Club are active in various parts of the 
country. 


The work of the Club is mainly concentrated upon carrying out 

-f 

research work into and commenting upon current political prob¬ 
lems : for this purpose study groups of members are formed from 
time to time to examine a particular subject of current interest and 
to report their findings thereon. 

In addition to the work of the study groups, general meetings of 
the whole Qub are held about once a month for the purpose of 
hearing addresses from authoritative spokesm^i. A number of 


dinners are held each year at ^hich prominent giests speak 


political 


monthly 



most other publications of the Club. 


The annual subscription for membership of the Monday Club is 
£3*15 (£2T0 for those under 25). Further particulars will be 
supplied on application to the Director of the Monday Club, 51-53 
Victoria Street, London S.W.l. 
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The Hon. Jonathan Guinness was born in 
an Anglo-Irish family almost as much involved in Conservative 
politics as in brewing; his grandfather, the first Lord Moyne, 
was Minister Resident in the Middle East until assassinated in 
Cairo in 1944. After leaving Oxford with a degree in Modern 
Languages Jonathan Guinness worked as a journalist for Reuters 
for three years before entering a merchant bank; he is now a 
director of Leopold Joseph 
family brewery. He 



Sons 


well 



member 


Leicestershire County 


Council and also of the Executive Council of the Monday Club. 


In common with other Monday Club publications this pamphlet 
is a personal contribution of the author to discussion. It does not 
purport to represent the collective opinion of the Monday Club. 
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Published by the Monday Club, 51 Victoria Street, London S.W.I, and 
printed by Abbey Press (St. Albans) Co., 73 Charmouth Road, St. Albans 
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